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The President’s Page 
By William P. Gray 


1 This issue of the BULLETIN contains 
the names of our members who will com- 








prise the regular committees of the Asso- 

ciation during the current year. The selec- 

tion of the personnel has been a bit of 

a job, but it has also been a most gratify- 

ing experience. Everyone is so willing to 

help! After considerable reflection and oc- 

casional inquiry, I determined upon a first 

William P. Gray choice for Chairman of each committee, 

telephoned him and asked him to serve; 

in virtually every instance the response was a prompt and willing 

assent. The same attitude has pervaded the return mail replies 

to the individual letters that were sent to all prospective com- 
mittee members. 

In completing the slate of appointments, and after consulting 

with the respective chairmen and the Association officers, I sought 

on each committee ; 


’ 


to leave a substantial number of “‘veterans’ 
rotate others to different assignments; add some “new _ blood,” 


with emphasis on our members who have not previously or re- 
cently served on committees; blend in a generous sprinkling of 
Junior Bar members; and place all of those who have volunteered 


to work in a particular capacity. 

All of this has been done, but still there are many of our mem- 
bers who are ready and able to help and have not yet been assigned. 
It is my hope to remedy this as much as possible in the selection 
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of personnel for the special committees that are frequently formed 
during the course of the year, and in replacement of the inevitable 
vacancies that occur from time to time. If you are available, will 
you drop me a note? After all, as Harold Black said on this page 
just two years ago, “It’s your Association.” 





Announcement 

The School of Law of the University of California, in 
cooperation with The United States Trademark Association, 
is presenting a symposium on Trademarks, Trade Names 
and Unfair Competition. The sessions will be held in the 
Kavanagh Moot Court Room of Boalt Hall, Berkeley on 
April 19, 20 and 21, 1956. Please contact Department of Con- 
ferences and Special Activities, University Extension, Ber- 
keley 4, California, for further information. 
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The Colorado River Controversy: 
Project Does Not Threaten Water Rights 


By CLAIR ENGLE* 


(Editor’s Note: Last year the Bulletin published two articles on the 
Colorado River Controversy. One was written by Charles E. Corker, Con- 
sultant to the Attorney General of California, sub-titled Arizona v. California 
(April, 1955). The second was written by William A. Norris and was sub- 
titled Federal Legislation. The Bulletin committee recognized at that time that 
the articles were likely to meet with something less than full accord in some 
quarters and stated that the pages of the Bulletin would be open to other 
views on the controversial problem. There follows the first installment of an 
article by California Congressman Clair Engle, which presents a different 
point of view. The concluding portion of the article will be published in the 
succeeding issue of the Bulletin.) 


Last spring the Los ANGELES Bar BuL- 
LETIN published two articles dealing with 
the so-called Colorado River Controversy. 
The first, in the April issue, by Charles 
E. Corker dealt with the case of Arizona 
v. California now pending in the Supreme 
Court of the United States. The following 
month William Norris discussed what he 
; termed a “second front” of the “‘interstate 

Clair Engle war being fought over the precious waters 

of the Colorado River,” namely, the pro- 

posals before the Congress to authorize storage dams and irrigation 

projects in the upper Colorado River basin states of New Mexico, 

Wyoming, Utah, and Colorado, commonly known as the Colorado 

River Storage Project, and a smaller development known as the 

Frying-Pan Arkansas project. It was stated in the article that “the 

battle lines within the basin are clearly drawn. On the one side is 

California. On the other side, the four states of the upper basin are 
aligned with Arizona. . . .””? 





The author proceeded to explain that “the Californians say they 
have no choice but to oppose the storage project as presently con- 
ceived: A grandiose scheme, economically infeasible, based on dis- 
puted interpretations of the Colorado River Compact, and a threat 


*United States Congressman, Second District (Democrat), Counties: Alpine, Ama- 
dor, Butte, Calaveras, Eldorado, Inyo, Lassen, Mariposa, Modoc, Mono, Nevada, Placer, 
Plumas, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou, Tehama, Trinity and Tuolumne. 

130 Los Angeles Bar Bulletin 227. 

2 bid. 











132 Los ANGELES BAR BULLETIN 
to California’s vital water and power supplies.”* He identified those 
spearheading the California opposition to the development as North- 
cutt Ely, special counsel for the Colorado River Board of California, 
and Raymond Matthew, chief engineer of the Board. That those 
individuals have, by the stand they have taken in opposition to the 
Colorado River Storage Project, created the alignment Mr. Norris 
mentions can scarcely be doubted.* That their opposition is not 
limited to the Colorado River Storage Project, but extends to any 
development in the upper basin using Colorado River water pend- 
ing a final adjudication by the Supreme Court in the case of Ari- 
sona v. California, is clear from testimony by Mr. Ely last May° 
against a bill to authorize the Frying-Pan Arkansas Project in 
Colorado.® 

It may be as long as eight years before a final decision will be 
reached in that case, according to some estimates.’ 

In the course of the Senate hearings on S. 500, the bill to author- 
ize the Colorado River Storage Project which passed the Senate 
April 20, 1955, Senator Watkins of Utah pointed out to Mr. Ray- 
mond Matthew that for many years California witnesses came 
before the Congress seeking a resolution which would permit them 
to bring the United States into litigation in the Supreme Court to 
adjudicate lower basin rights to the Colorado River waters. The 
Senator continued : 

“". . we were assured time and time again by representatives 
of California . . . there would be no obstacle thrown in the 
pathway for the development of the upper basin States. .. . 

“T think the record could be brought in to show that we had 
these assurances.”* 

It is noted that no recognition is accorded in the Norris article 
to the fact that opposition to the Colorado River Storage Project is 





37d. at 228. 

‘See e.g., colloquy between Senators O’Mahoney (Wyo.), Watkins (Utah), Millikin 
(Colo.) and Kuchel, Hearings before Sub-committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Ene ig on Interior and Insular Affairs, on S. 500, 84th Cong., Ist Sess., at pages 
536 and 5 

5See e.g., responses by Mr. Ely to questions by Congressman B. F. Sisk of California 
in the course of Hearings before Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, on H.R. 412, 84th Cong., Ist Sess., at 313 et seq. 
(1955). 

*Mr. Ely testified before a Senate hearing in June 1953 that California was not 
opposed to authorization of the Frying-Pan Arkansas Project. See Hearings before Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
on S. 694 at 230 et seq. 

TSee e.g., Congressman Udall, Hearings on H.R. 3383, at 1024 and 1025. 

SSenator Watkins, Hearings on S. 500, supra, at 532. 
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not unanimous among Californians. To the contrary, myself and 
others® in the California delegation in the House of Representatives 
have refused to join the opposition alignment. An examination of 
the evidence has convinced us that authorization will not prejudice 
the rights of California in the one vital aspect of the legislation 
which is of particular concern to our State. 


Neither does Mr. Norris acknowledge the harm Mr. Ely and 
Mr. Matthew are doing to our State in their attempt to defeat legis- 
lation before the Congress which is of vital importance to the future 
growth and prosperity of four neighboring states. Such a pitting of 
California against its sister states is fraught with danger. For one 
thing it tends to create resentments and antagonisms which may 
remain for many years and be the basis for retaliation in various 
legislative areas of importance to California. Needless to say, there 
is a vast difference between interstate battles fought in the courts 
and in the halls of Congress. 


Assuredly, the legislation to authorize the Colorado River Storage 
Project and participating projects presents many problems for reso- 
lution by the Congress, not the least of which relates to the policy 
of building costly water projects. These problems are of concern to 
the taxpayers of our nation and will be resolved by the Congress. 
Over and above the general interest California as a state has in 
those problems is the particular interest it has in this legislation 
because of the water-rights problem it poses. This arises from the 
fact that the water supply for the Colorado River Storage Project 
must come from the Colorado River and its tributaries—a source 
in which California has very definite and established legal rights. 
It is the duty of those of us who represent California in the Con- 
gress to satisfy ourselves that not one drop of water to which Cali- 
fornia is legally entitled is taken from it by this legislation. That 
this is at the heart of California’s particular concern in this matter 
is clearly set forth in the following excerpt from the comments of 
the California State Engineer, Mr. A. D. Edmonston, on the report 
of the Secretary of the Interior on the Colorado River Storage 
Project: 


_“The primary interest of the State of California in the spe- 
cific projects set forth in the report of the Commissioner of 


*Congressman Moss, Hearings before Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Comeniee a Interior and Insular Affairs, on H.R, 3383 et al., 84th Cong., Ist Sess. 
at page ° 
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Reclamation as approved by the Secretary of the Interior on 
January 26, 1951, is that in the construction and operation of 
any of these projects, California will receive its due apportion- 
ment of the waters of the Colorado River system as provided 
for in the Colorado River Compact and related laws, instru- 
ments, and documents. . . .”’?° 


Should authorization of the project prejudice California’s legal 
rights to the waters of the Colorado River, my duty as well as the 
duty of every other person charged with the responsibility of rep- 
resenting California in or before Congress would be to oppose the 
legislation with all possible vigor. Conversely, such opposition is 
out of order if it can be established that authorization would pose 
no threat whatsoever to California’s legal share of waters of the 
Colorado River, providing the project is otherwise in accord with 
the general policy of the Federal Government governing water re- 
sources development. 


I have come to the conclusion that it is possible for the Upper 
sasin to develop and use some of the water to which it is entitled 
under the terms of the Colorado River Compact without impairing 
its ability to deliver to California and the other lower basin states 
the water to which they are entitled. That conclusion is based on 
statements by Northcutt Ely and Raymond Matthew, and on offi- 
cial comments and statements by California State Engineer Edmon- 
ston, and by the Colorado River Board of California to the effect 
that all of the consumptive uses in the Upper Basin contemplated 
in current legislation can be made without interfering with the 
quantity of water which must be delivered to the Lower Basin. 
Later™ in this article evidence will be presented from the official 
record which establishes that California officials have (1) admitted 
that water available for use in the Upper Basin is more than ade- 
quate to supply all the requirements of the projects included in the 
Colorado River Storage Project without injury to California, 
(2) maintained that large holdover storage in the Upper Basin is 
an essential prerequisite to development there in order to assure 
that California and the other Lower Basin States will continue to 
receive the water to which they are entitled under the Compact, 
(3) urged prompt construction of the largest feature of the Colo- 
rado River Storage Project, namely, the Glen Canyon reservoir, 


H.R. Doc. No. 364, 83rd Cong., 2nd Sess., 297 (1954). 
“Jn the next issue: California’s Position. 
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and (4) endorsed the generation of electric energy as a necessary 
and desirable adjunct of Upper Basin development. 


BACKGROUND OF PROPOSALS FOR UPPER BASIN 
DEVELOPMENT 
Basic to any understanding of the rights of the seven states of 
the Colorado River Basin to the use of the waters of the Colorado 
River is the Colorado River Compact of 1922.'* That Compact 
divides the Colorado River Basin into two parts, the Upper Basin 
comprising parts of the States of Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, 
Utah and Wyoming, and the Lower Basin comprising parts of the 
States of Arizona, California, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah, 
with Lee Ferry, a point in Arizona, as the dividing point between 
the two basins. Each basin is defined to include, in addition to the 
specified states, such other states located outside the drainage area 
of the Colorado River system as are or will be beneficially served 
by waters diverted from the Colorado River System above or below 
Lee Ferry, as the case may be. 
Article III (a) of the Compact apportions to each basin in per- 
petuity : 
“the exclusive beneficial consumptive use of 7,500,000 acre- 
feet of water per annum... .” 
Aricle III (d) provides that: 
“States of the Upper Division will not cause the flow of the 
river at Lee Ferry to be depleted below an aggregate of 75 
million acre-feet for any period of 10 consecutive years. .. .” 
The Colorado River Compact and the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act'® (which authorized the Hoover Dam and the All-American 
Canal as its major features), became effective in 1929 after ratifi- 
cation of the Compact by six of the seven states of the Colorado 
River Basin, the enactment of the California Limitation Act' and 
the proclamation by the President. Development in the Lower 
Basin proceeded at a fast pace with the construction of Hoover 
Dam, Parker Dam, Davis Dam, the Colorado River Acqueduct, 
and other works. Development in the Upper Basin, on the other 
hand, proceeded more slowly, due to various factors including the 
lack of a comprehensive plan for the use of their waters and of an 
"H.R. Doc. No. 717, 80th Cong., 2nd Sess. at A17 (1948). 


345 Stat. 1057 (1928). 
NCalif. Stats. 1929, ch. 16, p. 38. 
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apportionment of the waters among the states themselves, and to 
various economic, technical, and other problems that confronted it. 


The first effective step toward eventual Upper Basin develop- 
ment came with the enactment of the Boulder Canyon Project 
Adjustment Act in 1940."* Section 2(d) of that act provided for a 
payment of $500,000 annually from the Colorado River Dam Fund, 
which was established by the Boulder Canyon Project Act, to a 
special fund in the Treasury designated the “Colorado River Devel- 
opment Fund.” The first receipts of the fund up to $1,500,000 were 
directed to be used “for the continuation and extension, under the 
direction of the Secretary of studies and investigations by the 
Bureau of Reclamation for the formulation of a comprehensive 
plan for the utilization of the waters of the Colorado River system 
for irrigation, electric power, and other purposes” in the upper and 
lower divisions of the Colorado River Basin. Receipts of the Fund 
through the year 1955 were directed to be used for investigation 
and construction of projects in the four states of the upper division. 


Pursuant to that authorization, the Department of the Interior 
undertook an exhaustive investigation of potential water resources 
developments in the Colorado River basin in Arizona, California, 
Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, the results 
of which were contained in an interim report of the Secretary of the 
Interior published in 1947 and entitled “The Colorado River—A 
Natural Menace Becomes a National Resource.”’® Before publi- 
cation the report was submitted to the seven affected states and to 
the Secretary of War, the Federal Power Commission, and the 
Department of Agriculture, and their replies were included in it. 
The report contained a comprehensive inventory of potential water 
resources developments in the Colorado River Basin. In his letter 
transmitting it to the President, the Secretary of the Interior 
stated : 


“e 


. . Although I cannot recommend authorization of any 
projects at this time, I am sending the accompanying inventory 
report forward in order that you and the Congress may be 
apprized of this comprehensive inventory of potential water 
resource developments in the Colorado River Basin, and of 
the present situation regarding water rights in the Colorado 
River Basin.” 

%554 Stat. 774 (1940). 


H.R. Doc. 419, 80th Cong., Ist Sess. (1947). 
"Id. at 2. 
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The report took cognizance of the fact that while the Colorado 
River Compact divides the water between the Upper and Lower 
Basins, it made no division among the states within each basin. It 
further noted that an Upper Basin Compact Commission had been 
created to apportion Upper Basin water. The Commission reached 
agreement and the compact became effective upon the concurrence 
of Congress in 1948."* 

Following the apportionment of the waters among the Upper 
Basin states, various bills were introduced to authorize develop- 
ments there. Meanwhile the Department continued its studies, and 
under date of December 1950, the Bureau of Reclamation presented 
Project Planning Report No. 4-8a. 81-1 which recommended ap- 
proval of an overall plan of development of the Upper Colorado 
River Basin and initial authorization and construction of five stor- 
age projects and ten “participating” 
Under date of June 14, 1951, California submitted its views and 
recommendations on the report, saying, among other things, the 
following : 

“The State of California favors congressional authorization 
of the specific projects set forth in the proposed report of the 
Secretary of the Interior or as may be modified, and their 
construction with Federal funds consistent with national wel- 
fare if (a) such projects qualify under criteria, policies, and 
procedures of the Congress, and (b) the diversion and utiliza- 
tion of the waters of the Colorado River system by and through 
these projects will not impair the rights of the State of Cali- 
fornia or any of its agencies to the waters of that system as 
defined and set forth in the Colorado River Compact and 
related laws and documents.’’'” 


The project was the subject of continuing study by the Bureau 
of Reclamation on the basis of which a supplemental report dated 
December 10, 1953 was prepared. It recommended the construction 
of the Glen Canyon and Echo Park storage and and power units 
and of some eleven reclamation projects. The total cost of the units 
recommended for authorization was $923,056,000. The report was 
transmitted to the Speaker of the House.*° President Eisenhower 
referred to the report in a press release dated March 20, 1954, 
which read, in part, as follows: 


“T have today approved recommendations for the develop- 
ment of the upper Colorado River Basin. 


or consumptive-use projects. 


1863 Stat. 31 (1949). 
%H.R. Doc. No. 364, 83rd Cong., 2nd Sess. at 297 (1954). 
H.R. Doc. No. 364, 83rd Cong., 2nd Sess. (1954). 
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“The general plan upon which these recommendations are 
based has been prepared by the Secretary of the Interior. The 
Secretary’s recommendations have been reviewed by the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. Legislation embodying the administration’s 
recommendations is being prepared for introduction in the 
Congress. 

“This is a comprehensive, well-planned development of a 
river basin. The close Federal-State cooperation upon which 
the Secretary’s plan is based also carries out this administra- 
tion’s approach to water-resource development. 

“The development will conserve water, enabling the region 
to increase supplies for municipal uses, industrial development, 
and irrigation. It will develop much-needed electric power. 

“The development calls for sound financing. The legislation 
now being drafted will set up a fund for the entire project so 
that it will be constructed and paid for as a basin program. 

* * x 

“T hope the Congress will give early consideration to enact- 
ment of the administration’s legislative proposal. I firmly be- 
lieve development of the upper Colorado River Basin, in ac- 
cordance with its provisions, is in the National interest.”’*" 

The President has repeatedly urged the Congress to approve his 
proposed Upper Colorado River development. In his State of the 
Union message to the Congress in January, 1955, President Eisen- 
however stated with reference to the project: 


‘* .. The Federal Government must shoulder its . . . partner- 
ship obligations by undertaking projects of such complexity 
and size that their success requires Federal development. In 
keeping with this principle, 1 again urge the Congress to ap- 
prove the development of the Upper Colorado River Basin to 
conserve and assure better use of precious water essential to 
the future of the West.”?? 
In his budget message for the same year the President said: 


“T also recommend enactment of legislation authorizing the 
3ureau of Reclamation to undertake construction of two com- 
prehensive river-basin improvements which are beyond the 
capacity of local initiative, public or private, but which are 
needed for irrigation, power, flood control, and municipal and 
industrial water supply.-These are the upper Colorado River 
Basin development in the States of Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, 
Arizona, and New Mexico, and the Frying-Pan Arkansas de- 
velopment in Colorado. The Colorado River development will 
enable the upper basin States to conserve floodwaters and to 
assure the availability of water and power necessary for the 
economic growth of the region * * * Sale of power generated 


217d. at 1. 
#H_.R. Doc. No. 1, 84th Cong., Ist Sess. at 8. 
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at these developments will repay the power investment within 
50 years and will make a contribution toward repayment of 
other investments.”’** 

In his State of the Union message for 1956, delivered only last 
month, President Eisenhower again urgently recommended action 
authorizing the Colorado River Storage Project and the Frying- 
Pan Arkansas project during the current session of Congress.** 


THE PROJECT BEFORE CONGRESS 

The Senate’s bill to authorize the project, S. 500, passed that 
body during the first session of the 84th Congress. It would author- 
ize six storage reservoirs with hydro-electric features and _ inci- 
dental works and twelve “participating” or consumptive-use irri- 
gation projects plus some twenty-one additional projects conditioned 
on later Congressional approval of feasibility reports on each. The 
total construction cost of all features in the Senate Bill is $1,658,- 
460,100. 

H.R. 3383, to authorize the project was favorably reported*® by 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs on July 8, 1955, and 
shortly thereafter cleared for floor consideration by the House Com- 
mittee on Rules.** Congress adjourned before the matter was taken 
up in the House. It is assumed that the backers will press for 
House action early in the current session of the 84th Congress. As 
reported by the Committee, H.R. 3383 would authorize as an initial 
phase of the comprehensive plan of upper basin development four 
hold-over storage reservoirs and eleven participating projects. The 
four storage units and their locations are as follows: 

Glen Canyon, Arizona and Utah 
Flaming Gorge, Utah and Wyoming 
Navajo, New Mexico 

Curecanti, Colorado’ 

The eleven consumptive-use projects would bring irrigation to 
some 132,000 acres of new land and provide a supplemental water 
supply for an additional 234,000 acres. 


The controversial Echo Park Dam, which has been opposed by 
individuals and organizations on grounds that it would “invade” 
the Dinosaur National Monument, was eliminated from H.R. 3383 


3H_.R. Doc. No. 16, 84th Cong., Ist Sess. at M. 65. 

4H_R. Doc. No. 241, 84th Cong., 2nd Sess., at 10. 

H.R. Rep. No. 1087, 84th Cong., Ist Sess. (1955). 

H.R. Rep. No. 1332, 84th Cong., Ist Sess. (1955). 

“Authorization of this feature was made subject to a finding of feasibility and report 
to the Congress, 











Marcu, 1956 141 


in our Committee, as was the Juniper Dam. The bill would author- 
ize the appropriation of $760 million which is $190 million less than 
the $950 million recommended for the project by the Eisenhower 
Administration. 


Recently an agreement was reached between the governors, sena- 
tors, and representatives of the upper basin to eliminate Echo Park 
Dam from the project in deference to those who opposed that par- 
ticular feature because of its location. Based on the elimination of 
Echo Park, the Executive Secretary of the Wilderness Society, 
which is typical of the national conservation societies which op- 
posed the project solely because of Echo Park, advised Congress- 
man Dawson of Utah by letter dated February 1, 1956, that its 
opposition has been withdrawn.** That withdrawal leaves the Cali- 
fornia opposition as the only objector to legislation to authorize the 
Colorado Storage Project. 

Although, as has already been pointed out, California’s primary 
concern with legislation to authorize the Colorado River Storage 
Project relates to any adverse effect the project may have on its 
legal shares to the waters of the Colorado River, much criticism has 
been forthcoming from the California opposition based on the finan- 
cial aspects of the project. Following is the allocation of costs of 
the project which would be authorized in the pending H.R. 3383: 


Item Allocation 


Nonreimbursable 
Flood control, fish and wildlife 


Oe IELTS TSM EE $ 8,205,900 
Reimbursable 
Sg REI AIRS EE RES SAE Te Fe RPM HERVE $422,743,500 
SEEN WH0RE 25h scene $ 40,950,000 
RN i UC RIEL SBT A) ORL! $282,800,000"° 


Of the total cost of the project less than one per cent is nonre- 
imbursable and that is for features which have specifically been 
recognized as Federal expenses such as flood control,®*° fish and 
wildlife,** and recreation.*? The remaining 99 per cent plus of the 


28102 Cong. Rec. A 1079 (February 2, 1956). 

H.R. Rep. No. 1087, 84th Cong., Ist Sess. at 11 and 12. 
3649 Stat. 1570 (1936). 33 U.S.C. 701la (1952). 

160 Stat. 1080 (1934), 16 U.S.C. 662 (1952). 


The Report of the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission. Vol. 3 Water 
Resources Law (1950) at 331, 











142 Los ANGELES BAR BULLETIN 







“MR. ATTORNEY— 
HOW MUCH 
WILL MY 
TAXES 
AMOUNT TO?” 


Many busy lawyers are asked this 
question by their clients 


In our revised tax booklet, “Taxes and Your 
Estate,” you will find Inheritance, Gift and 
Federal Tax Tables which will be very helpful 
to you in answering these time consuming 
questions. 

Ask your nearest Bank of America branch 
for a copy. 


DYNAMIC TRUST SERVICE 


Bank of America 


NATIONAL 28987482 ASSOCIATION 


MEMBER FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 











Marcu, 1956 143 


cost is reimbursable. The entire allocation for municipal and indus- 
trial water and power of approximately 463.7 million is returnable 
to the United States with interest on the investment plus interest 
accruing during construction. The irrigation allocation of $282.8 
million would be repaid in equal installments over a fifty-year period 
plus any development period authorized, but does not bear interest 
in accordance with a principle that has been a part of reclamation 
law for over 50 years. 


Referring to the application of revenues contemplated from the 
project included in H.R. 3383, the following is set forth in the 
Committee report: 


“In a 50-year period following the last power installation, 
net power revenues from the power facilities herein authorized 
are estimated at $1,075 million. Irrigation revenues in 50 years 
from the irrigation projects herein authorized are estimated at 
$36.6 million. The $1,075 million from power revenues would 
be sufficient to pay the power investment of $422.7 million, 
interest on the power investment of about $320 million to the 
Federal Treasury, the necessary financial assistance to irriga- 
tion of $246.2 million ($282.8 million minus $36.6 million) 
and leave a surplus at the end of the period of about $86 mil- 
lion. Municipal water revenues would be sufficient to repay 
the municipal water allocation with interest including interest 
during construction. 

“After the project has been completely repaid, the net power 
revenues amounting to from $15 million to $20 million an- 
nually for the units herein authorized will continue to flow into 
the Treasury. Over the long run, these additional revenues 
will more than offset the cost to the Federal Government re- 
sulting from interest-free financing for the irrigation invest- 
ment. Thus, it is evident that the repayment plan is sound and 
that repayment is in accordance with the normal procedure for 
reclamation projects.’’** 


In his testimony on S. 500,°* Mr. Northcutt Ely decried the 
fact that the power revenues, in addition to repaying the cost of the 
power facilities with interest, will be used to pay out the cost of the 
reclamation facilities included in the project. Yet the use of power 
revenues for such purposes has been a common feature of Federal 
reclamation projects financing.** It received the endorsement of 
President Eisenhower’s Presidential Committee on Water Re- 

33H. Rep. No. 1087, 84th Cong., 1st Sess. at 12 and 13. 

“Hearings on S. 500, supra at 572. 


The Report of the President’s Waters Resources Policy Commission, op. cit. supra 
at 296. 
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sources Policy in a report*® sent to the Congress on January 17, 
1956. The Committee was comprised of the three following cabinet 
officers: Secretary of Interior McKay, Chairman; Secretary of 
Agriculture Benson; and Secretary of Defense Wilson. In their 
report the members said in part as follows: 

“Use of excess revenues—Reclamation law has for many 
years permitted the application of excess revenue from the 
sale of power and municipal and industrial water (i.e., revenues 
received in excess of the amount necessary to amortize the 
capital cost with interest and cost of maintenance and operation 
of such purposes) to help repay part of irrigation costs. Such 
application has been made on numerous projects over many 
years. It should be recognized, however, that any charge for 
power above that necessary to repay power costs constitutes in 
effect an assessment upon the power users, who include prac- 
tically all of the residents, in the region. Thus it is one method 
of collecting a share of costs from secondary local beneficiaries. 


“The Committee believes that such a use of excess revenue 
from Federal power sales to repay a portion of the costs of 
other types of projects is a justifiable procedure provided the 
project to which such revenues are applied is a part of the area 
from which such excess revenues are derived.”*? 


The Californians who object to the project on grounds of subsidy 
do so in the face of the fact that the major subsidy to the reclama- 
tion projects comes not from the Federal Treasury, but from the 
power users in accordance with regular principles. The Federal 
subsidy amounts to only $8.2 million and that for features which 
are recognized as Federal expenses.** Contrast that subsidy with 
the estimated nonreimbursable Federal cost of $348 million*®® for 
only one flood control project in Southern California, namely, the 
Los Angeles County Drainage Area (excluding the Whittier Nar- 
rows Reservoir), and you can get some idea of the reaction of 
Upper Basin spokesmen to challenges to the Colorado River Stor- 
age Project based on economics by the California opposition. Thus 
a single flood control project which benefits one area in California 
carries a nonreimbursable Federal grant which is over forty-three 
times the subsidy to the Colorado Storage Project in which four 
states benefit. If it is considered appropriate to take into account 


%H.R. Doc. No. 315, 84th Cong., 2nd Sess. (1955). 
7d. at 33. 
Supra, notes 30, 31 and 32. 


®Hearings before Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, United States 
Senate on H.R. 6766, 84th Cong., Ist Sess. (1955) at 1886. 
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the cost to the Federal Government based on the non-interest’ bear- 
ing irrigation investment, those features of the Colorado River 
storage projects would cost the United States some $285,000,000 in 
interest over the 60-year amortization term. At the end of that 
period, all Federal costs will have been repaid. The nonreimbursable 
Federal grant for the Los Angeles County Drainage Area, on the 
other hand, will over the same length of time cost the United States 
$570,000,000 in interest alone and this interest cost will continue to 
mount indefinitely. After 100 years, it will amount to $870,000,000. 


Furthermore, it is difficult for Californians to oppose the upper 
basin development on economic grounds when the State of Cali- 
fornia is going to build the Feather River project out of its own 
funds with no reference to historical standards of feasibility. 


(In the next issue: California's Position.) 


AY 
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ASSOCIATION COMMITTEES ANNOUNCED 


William P. Gray, President, and the Board of Trustees of the 
Los Angeles Bar Association announce the appointment of the 
following committees for the ensuing year : 


COM MITTEE ON ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 


“... to study and make recommendations with respect to prob- 
lems created by the exercise of administrative process .. .” 


William French Smith Albert M. Herzig 
(Chairman ) Howard C. Horn 

Carlton H. Casjens DeWitt Morgan Manning 
(Board Member) Justin Miller 

Freeman R. Brant Robert E. Paradise 

Robert J. Cahall Dominic P. Renda 

Lawrence P. Casey Milford Springer 

Robert B. Curtiss Walt A. Steiger 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE RE ADOPTIONS 


“.. . to study the role of the attorney in independent adoptions, 
to consider ethical problems in connection with the handling of 
adoption cases, in the light of opinions of the Attorney-General, 
and to consider revision of the adoption laws generally . . .” 


James H. Denison Ralph W. Hoffman 
(Chairman ) Hampton Hutton 

Augustus F. Mack, Jr. Arthur W. Kennedy 
( Board Member) Harold H. Krowech 

Edward L. Butterworth James E.. Ludlam 

EF. Talbot Callister Frank D. MacDowell 

Martin Gang A. H. Risse 

A. Thomas Grazer C. P. Von Herzen 


John S. Welch 


COMMITTEE-ON ARBITRATION 


‘6 


. to act as arbitrators . . . between attorneys, or between 
client and attorney, relative to (a) professional conduct, (b) breach 
of the code of ethics, (c) the amount, division or payment of fees 


” 


John P. Pollock George R. Larwill 


(Chairman ) (Board Member) 
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Earl C. Adams George M. Henzie 
Harold F. Birnbaum Henry E. Kappler 
Chaplin E. Collins Henry T. Moore 
Ames Crawford Bruce Renwick 
Anson I. Dreisen Hon. Lester W. Roth 
John W. Eagle Clyde C. Shoemaker 
James C. Greene Roland Rich Woolley 


BULLETIN COMMITTEE 


. to supervise the publication of a bulletin . . . (and) to direct 
the editorial and managerial policies of such bulletin . . .” 


Frederick G. Dutton George Harnagel, Jr. 
(Chairman) Carl N. Huff 

A. Stevens Halsted, Jr. J. Robert Meserve 
(Board Member) Quentin O. Ogren 

John L,. Cole Lester FE. Olson 

Sidney Dorfman Carlos G. Stratton 

Harry L. Gershon Richard E. Tuttle 

Donald K. Hall John F. McKenna 


COMMITTEE ON CIvIL SERVICE EXAMINATIONS 


. to assist the Los Angeles County Civil Service Commission 


in... . examining candidates for ... Deputy District Attorney .. .” 
Eugene D. Williams Hon. Victor R. Hansen 
(Chairman) Gail C. Larkin 
Hugh W. Darling A. L. Lawson 
(Board Member) Julian von Kalinowski 
Hon. Mark Brandler James O. Warner 
William J. Connors Hon. Albert EF. Wheatcroft 


F. Daniel Frost, ITT 
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COMMITTEE ON CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS 


“. . . to consider violations of constitutional rights, to report to 
the Board of Trustees thereon, and recommend what action, if any, 
the Association should take .. .” 


Wm. Howard Nicholas Robert J. Felixson 
(Chairman) Maurice N. Goodstein 

Wm. A. C. Roethke Morris T. Johnson 
(Board Member ) Paul Palmer 

Charles E. Beardsley Kenneth O. Rhodes 

John E. Bergener Austin Smith, Jr. 

Lawrence D. Bradley, Jr. Hon. Parks Stillwell 

George W. Cohen W. Alan Thody 

L,. B. Conant C. Robert Wilmsen 


Harry L. Dunn 


COM MITTEE ON CONTINUING EDUCATION OF THE BAR 


“|. . cooperates with the State Bar of California in securing 
speakers for lectures which are given by the State Bar in Southern 
California on various fields of law...” 


Leslie C. Tupper Ernest E. Johnson 
(Chairman ) F. Murray Keslar 

Joseph K. Horton Charles E. Millikan, Jr. 
(Board Member ) Lewis C. Teegarden 

Stanley A. Barker Willis E. Urick, Jr. 

C. C. Dillavou Harold S. Voegelin 

Robert M. Himrod Steven S. Weisman 


COM MITTEE ON CORPORATIONS 


“. . to investigate difficulties and other objectionable features 
in the form or operations of the laws of this State pertaining to 


” 


corporations ... 


Robert H. Edwards, Jr. - Harry P. Letton, Jr. 
(Chairman) William P. Martin 

Hugh W. Darling Chalmers L. McGaughey 
(Board Member ) William G. Robertson 

R. Bradbury Clark Gerald P. Rosen 

James E. Dunlap Arthur W. Schmutz 

Gerold C. Dunn Herbert A. Smith 

Peter E.. Giannini Richard W. Sprague 


Julian C, Isen Glendon L. Tremaine 





ErorR 
CORPORATIONS 


California Bank —the industrial, 
business-minded bank— provides 
fiduciary services to many corpo- 
rations. Your clients will appreci- 
ate our wide experience in acting 
as Trustee under Bond Inden- 
tures, Transfer Agent or Regis- 
trar of Corporate Stock, Dividend 
Paying Agent, and depository 
for special corporate purposes. 


TRUST DEPARTMENT 


California Bank 


MEMBER FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 


as Angeles 


HEAD OFFICE: 
629 South Spring St., Los Angeles 
Michigan 0111 
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COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL APPEALS 


To examine the record on appeal for error wherein appellant 
has been convicted of a crime, is without funds and is endeavoring 
without the assistance of an attorney to present the matter to the 
Appellate Court. The Committee acts only when called upon by 
the Court. 


Blase A. Bonpane Arthur N. Greenberg 
(Chairman ) David Hoffman 

J. Stanley Mullin Gerald J. Levie 
(Board Member) Frederick W. Mahl, Jr. 

Harold J. Ackerman Robert M. Maslow 

David E. Agnew Louis Most 

William Bronsten Fredric A. Spindell 

Phil H. Curry Jack Surinsky 

Albert S. Friedlander James O. Warner 

Robert L. Gardner John A. Weyl 


John E. Glover 


CoM MITTEE ON CRIMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE 
“ .. shall have charge and cognizance of all matters pertaining 
to the administration or amendment of the criminal law, both statu- 


tory and constitutional, substantive and adjective . . .” 


Harry P. Amstutz Hon. Thomas L, Griffith, Jr. 
(Chairman ) John W. Hill 

Hulen C. Callaway Bernard S. Jefferson 
(Board Member) Kenneth E. Lynch 

Henry G. Bodkin, Jr. Robert A. Neeb, Jr. 

William Bronsten Norman W. Neukom 

Robert B. Burns James P. Nunnelley 

Joseph L. Carr Norman H. Sokolow 

Laurence R. Grannis Hon. Herbert V. Walker 


CoM MITTEE ON LEGAL Etuics 


“« .. to take original action .. . in all matters tending to the ele- 
vation of the standard of professional honor and conduct .. . 
answer inquiries respecting questions of proper professional con- 
GE oi: 


William C. Stein Richard B. Hoegh 
(Chairman ) Charles R. Kavanaugh 
Joseph L. Wyatt, Jr. Robert W. Lerner 
(Board Member ) James A. McLaughlin 
Leon B. Brown John C. Morrow 
Lionel T. Campbell Allen E. Susman 
Frederick C. Dockweiler Shirley C. Ward, Jr. 


Carl M. Gould 
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COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL RULES AND PRACTICE 


. Studies proposed changes in federal rules and practice and 
makes recommendations thereon to the Board of Trustees and the 
Federal Court . 


Philip E. Verleger Otto M. Kaus 
(Chairman ) Richard W. Lund 

Albert Lee Stephens, Jr. John L. Martin 
(Board Member) Edward R. McHale 

William W. Alsup William S. Scully 

Max F. Deutz J. E. Simpson 

Fred Horowitz George M. Treister 

Paul R. Hutchinson Roger Williams 





A new edition of the 
0 ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE 
FIRST PRINTING SINCE 1946... 


Complete book will contain over 2,000 pages, bound in 
two volumes loose leaf style in heavy, attractive binders. 

Volume I will be ready for release early in 1956. 

Volume II in process of preparation and printing, will be 
delivered as chapters are completed. 

Revised pages probably to be released three or four 
times yearly, depending on annotations, will be available 
as soon as code is amended to keep chapters up to date 
for a fee to be determined later. 


Parker & Son, Inc. 


241 E. Fourth Street, e 
Los Angeles 13, California Complete Price $30.00 
MA. 6-9171 Plus Tax 
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FEDERAL CourRtTS CRIMINAL INDIGENT DEFENSE COM MITTEE 


To represent indigent defendants in Federal Courts in criminal 


cases. 
Theodore j. Elias 
(Chairman) 
Albert Lee Stephens, Jr. 
(Board Member ) 
Max Albeck 
Richards D. Barger 
Herbert J. Beck 
Brinton N. Bowles 
Philip A. Burg 
Edward T. Butler 
James T. Byrne 
Sanford I. Carter 
D. L. DiVecchio 


G. Richard Doty 
Francis J. Finucane 
Robert L. Gardner 
George G. Gute 
Eugene C. Langhauser 
James W. Mack 

J. George Ohanneson 
John F. O’Hara 

Roy E. Potts 

Leo S. Rich 

Joseph Stell 
Cromwell Warner, Jr. 


Richard H. Wolford 


GoLF CoM MITTEE 


This committee is composed of members of the Association who 
enjoy the game of golf. The committee’s activities are self-sup- 


porting. 

Louis Most 
(Chairman ) 

Stanley N. Gleis 
(Board Member ) 

Sidney A. Cherniss 

Clarence N. Heublein 


Philip C. Jones 
Roger E. Kelly 
F. Murray Keslar 
Steiner Larsen 
Alfred P. Peracca 


Benson L. Smith 


CoM MITTEE ON HAWAII CRUISE 


This special committee was established last year for the purpose 
of enabling the Association to sponsor a group vacation cruise to 
Hawaii during the month of August, 1956. 


Rufus Bailey 
(Chairman) 
Arthur G. Bowman 


Hon. Elmer D. Doyle 
Don Lake 
C. Elvon Musick 


COMMITTEE ON INSURANCE 


“... considers plansvof group insurance in which the Association 
is interested and makes recommendations thereon to the Board of 


+? 


Trustees... 


Lawrence T. Lydick 
(Chairman ) 
E. Avery Crary 
(Board Member) 
Lawrence D. Bradley, Jr. 


Robert S. Harrington 
William H. Levit 
John A. Loomis 
William F. Peters 
Donald T. Rosenfeld 
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George W. Tackabury Dudley K. Wright 
A. Parker Wraith 


Jinks CoMMITTEE 


“. .. plans the program and show for the annual Christmas party 


Louis M. Welsh Everett B. Clary 

(Chairman ) Stephen M. Farrand 
Gordon K. Wright Stephen J. Grogan 

( Vice-Chairman ) James H. Hastings 
George R. Larwill Jess F. High 

(Board Member ) Donn B. Tatum 
James P. Brice Mary E. Waters 
Ingall W. Bull, Jr. Hon. Stanley Mosk 
Edward T. Butler 


COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 


“. .. to elevate the . . . Judiciary in the opinion of the public .. . 
to urge and promote among all judges a strict observance of the 
canons of Judicial Ethics ... to consider and investigate . . . com- 
plaints . . . of improper conduct . . . of any Judge or Court 


officer...” 


Irving M. Walker Dana Latham 

(Chairman ) Michael G. Luddy 
Harold A. Black Edward D. Lyman 
Frank P. Doherty Stuart M. Salisbury 
Herbert Freston Herman F. Selvin 
W. I. Gilbert, Jr. Edward S. Shattuck 
Guy Knupp Pierce Works 


COMMITTEE ON JUVENILE CourRT 


‘. . . to investigate, study and recommend in collaboration with 
the judges, ways and means of improving present methods of ad- 
ministration in the several departments of the Juvenile Court of 
Los Angeles County...” 


Francis M. Wheat Harold H. Krowech 
(Chairman ) Mendel H. Lieberman 
Henry Melby Arline Martin 
(Board Member) Milton L. Most 
William F. Clements Mark Mullin 
Milnor E. Gleaves Edna C. Plummer 
John Leslie Goddard Norman L,. Scheinman 
Arthur D. Guy, Jr. Prudence M. Thrift 
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COMMITTEE ON MALPRACTICE 


ee 


. works in conjunction with a committee of the Los Angeles 
County Medical Association in maintaining a panel of physicians 
and surgeons who are willing to accept employment from plaintiff's 
attorneys in connection with malpractice claims. The list of phy- 
sicians and surgeons is maintained in the office of the Los Angeles 
Bar Association and names of doctors on the panel may be secured 
by plaintiffs’ attorneys whether or not members of the Los Angeles 
Bar Association . . .” 


J. Marion Wright Ralph N. Highsmith 
(Chairman ) DeForrest Home 

Stanley N. Gleis Richard L,. Kirtland 
(Board Member ) Fred S. Lack, Jr. 

Lionel T. Campbell Charles C. Montgomery, Jr. 

Francis J. Gabel Arch R. Tuthill 

John C. Gregory Stuart B. Walzer 


CoM MITTEE ON MEMBERSHIP 
. shall pass upon all applications for membership in the 


” 


Association . . 


Robert M. Barton Austin H. Peck, Jr. 
(Chairman ) Matthew S. Rae, Jr. 

Augustus F. Mack, Jr. Donald E. Ruppe 
(Board Member) Jerome T. Stewart 

George Bouchard Harry B. Swerdlow 

Clyde E. Holley Mark E. True 

George W. Loring Philip F. Westbrook, Jr. 


COM MITTEE ON PLEADING AND PRACTICE 





“.. . cognizance of .. . the amendment of the law relating to 
pleading or practice, other than criminal law .. .” 
Gordon L. Files Bennett W. Priest 
(Chairman ) Jerome D. Rosenfield 
Walter Ely Robert P. Schifferman 
(Board Member) Gerald F. Smith, Jr. 
Richard F. Alden H. Melvin Swift, Jr. 
Charles H. Church ‘Joseph R. Vaughan 
Leonard A. Diether John Whyte 


William C. Farrer 


CoM MITTEE ON PROBATE LAW AND PROCEDURE 
“. . to consider all matters having to do with the laws of wills 
and probate thereof, the administration and distribution of the 
estates of decedents, the adjective law having to do with such sub- 
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ject, the practices of the Probate Courts of Los Angeles County and 
of the Probate Department of the County Clerk’s office . . .” 
Hugh L. Macneil Otho G. Lord 
(Chairman ) Jack R. Lovell 
Robert B. Campbell Arthur K. Marshall 
(Board Member ) John L. Nourse 
Frank §. Balthis Lawrence L. Otis 
Ross C. Fisher Joseph H. Rose 
John S. Frazer Robert F. Schwarz 
Sylvester Hoffman Julius Wattenmaker 
PROGRAM COMMITTEE 
“... Shall have charge of the entertainment features of meetings 
of the Association . . .” 
Carl A. Stutsman, Jr. Joseph P. Loeb 
(Chairman ) Hon. William C. Mathes 
William P. Gray Ivan G. McDaniel 
(Board Member ) John O'Melveny 
Frank B. Belcher Richard F. Outcault, Jr. 
John T. Binkley Alfred P. Peracca 
Joseph J. Burris John W. Preston, Jr. 
Thomas F. Call Herbert F. Sturdy 
Hon. W. Turney Fox Loyd Wright, Jr. 
Hon. Roy L. Herndon 


Printing — 


is more than ink and paper. 


That is especially true of financial, legal and corporation 
printing. Only through years of intimate contact with prob- 
lems arising in connection with the printing of Registration 
Statements, Prospectuses, Loan Agreements, Indentures, 
Annual and Interim Reports, Legal Documents and the like 
can the type of practical experience be acquired that 
ensures prompt, accurate and absolutely confidential service. 


JEFFRIES BANKNOTE COMPANY 


Established 1894 
FINANCIAL, LEGAL AND CORPORATION PRINTING 


117 WINSTON STREET ©« TRuinity 9511 
AFTER 5S P.M.—TRinrry 9516 + (DAY AND NIGHT SERVICE) 
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COMMITTEE ON PSYCHOPATHIC COURT 

. to study and investigate the provisions of law respecting the 
apprehension, custody, examination and trial of mentally irrespon- 
sible persons and the rules of the court, practices and procedures 
currently followed in the Psychopathic courts and offices in Los 
Angeles County in carrying out such provisions of law, to study in 
collaboration with the judges and psychopathic officials ways and 
means of improving the current methods of administering such 


laws...” 


Steadman G. Smith Arthur W. Kennedy 
(Chairman ) Norman Macbeth 
William A. C. Roethke William B. Rodiger 
(Board Member) Martin J. Schnitzer 
Findlay A. Carter Reese H. Taylor, Jr. 
Leslie L. Heap Raymond Wallenstein 


COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC RELATIONS 
. to consider and make recommendations to the Board of 
Trustees on public relations generally and to effectuate recommen- 
dations after approval by the Board .. .” 


. Wallace MacDiarmid, Jr. Hon. Douglas L. Edmonds 
(Chairman) Donald A. Fareed 

Joseph L. Wyatt, Jr. Calvin L. Helgoe 
(Board Member ) Hallack W. Hoag 

Richards D. Barger Paul R. Hutchinson 

Reid R. Briggs Richard K. Knowlton 

Louis M. Brown Chester I. Lappen 

Hon. Kenneth N. Chantry Roy Littlejohn 

C. Clinton Clad Jack D. Most 

William A. Cruikshank, Jr. Ira M. Price, IT 

Helen L. Curren Robert M. Shafton 

Joseph S. Dubin Lawrence E. Silverton 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON ENTERTAIN MENT FOR THE 
1956 State BAR MEETING 
. to arrange for entertainment and social functions sponsored 
by the Los Angeles Bar Association for the 1956 State Bar Meeting 
at Los Angeles...” 


Lawrence J. Larson Martin Gang 
(Chairman) Dana Latham 

Adam Y. Bennion T. Paul Moody 

William B. Carman Hon. Roger A. Pfaff 

George W. Cohen Arlo D. Poe 

Elmo H. Conley Ronald C. Roeschlaub 

Henry N. Cowan M. B. Silberberg 

Joseph S. Dubin Leslie G. Turner 


Frank H. Ferguson 
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COMMITTEE ON SUBSTANTIVE LAW 
“. . . to assume charge of all matters pertaining to the enactment 
of initial or amendment of substantive civil laws which do not come 
within the jurisdiction of any other committee .. .” 


Seth M. Hufstedler James F. Healey, Jr. 
(Chairman) Robert H. Ingram 
J. Stanley Mullin Harry J. Keaton 
(Board Member ) Robert Kingsley 
Trent G. Anderson, Jr. Richard B. Newton 
Richard C. Bergen Morris Pfaelzer, I 
Henry P. Buckingham David M. Turner 
Frank T. Cotter Bruce G. Warren 


CoM MITTEE ON TAXATION 
“.. . to consider matters involving income, property, inheritance 
and estate taxes...” 


James H. Kindel, Jr. William Halpern 
(Chairman) Lawrence E. Irell 
E. Avery Crary Arthur Manella 
(Board Member) Conrad J. Moss 
Charles M. Walker Francis H. O’ Neill 
( Vice-Chairman ) John O. Paulston 
George F. Elmendorf Wm. M. Poindexter 
John G. Gemmill Martin H. Webster 
Stafford R. Grady Harold M. Williams 


James L. Wood 


FSQO 
















SCHINDLER 
Bureau of Investigation “ 
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CIVIL... DOMESTIC ... CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS 
PLANT SECURITY 
RAYMOND C. SCHINDLER JR. 


10756 Ashton Ave., W. Los Angeles 24, Cal. CRestview 5-5313 
New York Office: 7 E. 44th St., New York City Vanderbilt 6-3850 


\“e) 


































Marcu, 1956 159 


Brothers- cielo 


By George Harnagel, Jr. 


We are often told that a lawyer is “an 
officer of the court,” but don’t let that 
idea get out of hand. Sometimes he doesn’t 
want to be and sometimes he isn’t. Take 
the case of Harold I. Crammer who was 
found guilty of contempt in summary 
proceedings by the District Court of the 
District of Columbia under 18 U.S.C. 
401(2) which authorizes the federal 
courts to punish as contempt “Misbe- 
havior of any of its officers in their offi- 
cial transactions. . . .” The Court of Appeals affirmed the con- 
viction but the Supreme Court reversed on the ground that an 
attorney is not the sort of “officer” Congress had in mind in enact- 
ing the statute from which the present code section is derived. 
See Crammer v. U.S., decided March 12, 1956. 


* * * 





George Harnagel, Jr. 


‘ 


Harper & Brothers have announced the publication of “an 
entertaining novel about the picaresque adventures of a young 
barrister named Roger Thursby.” What intrigues Brothers-in-Law 
is that the novel is named Brothers in Law. Anybody want to 
handle our case? Or defense? 


* * * 


James L. Womack, a blinded and armless veteran of World 
War II, has been admitted to practice in Louisiana after hav- 
ing graduated from the Law School of Louisiana State University. 
Unable to take notes or read textbooks, he learned by listening to 
the voices of readers, in a special alcove in the college law library 
which had been set aside for his use. 

His readers, law students with above-average grades, found that 
they benefited from their contacts with Womack. Their grades 
rose still higher, as a result of Womack’s barrage of searching 
questions and demands for facts and more facts. 

For his examination, faculty members would quiz him and he 
would record the answers on his recording machine. 

Serving with the Infantry in Germany, he was wounded in 
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action by an enemy mine explosion in March, 1945. Both arms 
were amputated, and multiple wounds in his face left him blind. 

Married to a high school sweetheart, he is the father of a three- 
year-old adopted son. Despite his heavy schedule, Womack has 
managed to keep up his hobbies of bee-raising and mathematics. He 
also hopes to get a license as a “ham” radio operator. 

As for his future, he plans to practice law in Winnfield, La.— 
Condensed from The Michigan Bar Journal. 


ok * * 


‘ 


‘... L have no sympathy whatever with the letters written to a 
publication which I do not rate with my most favorite reading, the 
Harvard Law School Record, that we ought to have more water- 
right courses, more this course and more that course, and the other 
courses. In the first place no lawyer in practice—I say this with 
all respect—is competent to tell a competent faculty what should 
or should not be in a law school curriculum.”—From an address 
by Mr. Justice Frankfurter before the Harvard Law Society of 
Illinois. 
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